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Abstract 

This research examines how frontline retail employees respond to customers whom they think might write an online review about their 
experience. Across six experiments (one field and five online) we show that when employees identify potential online review authors, often by 
what the customer says or does, it catalyzes them to deliver better service. This ensues because they experience a rise in determination to do 
well, motivated by the prospect of being associated with a positive review, which they believe will impress the retailer. Thus, they go ‘above 
and beyond’. However, determination is tempered by two boundary conditions. When employees (i) do not consider that being associated 
with an online review is beneficial (i.e., not goal relevant) or (ii) feel poorly equipped to serve the customer (i.e., low in self-efficacy), 
then a better service delivery will not occur. We also show that retailers can enhance customer service through internal championing of the 
importance of online reviews, so long as this is framed as promotional rather than punitive. 
© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Inc. on behalf of New York University. 
This is an open access article under the CC BY license ( http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ ) 
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Introduction 

Alex is a retail store employee at an electronics store sell- 
ing home audio equipment. It is 3.40 pm on a Saturday. 
A customer approaches and states: “Hey! can you help? I 
found this place when searching Google reviews. I need 

a new stereo - could you answer some questions?”. The 
mention of “Google reviews” triggers Alex’s belief this 
customer might write a review about their experience. 

A body of research shows how online reviews influ- 
nce favorable (e.g. Floyd et al. 2014 ; Wu, Jin and Xu 

021 ) and harmful behavior amongst consumers (e.g. Min- 
ema et al. 2016 ). But as word of mouth and social me- 
ia grows in importance to retailers ( Grewal, Roggeveen and 

ordfält 2017 ), further research is required to understand if 
eviews can have an impact beyond the customer-to-customer 
yad ( Raffaelli et al. 2017 ). The vignette above elucidates one 
ay it might. Serving customers whom employees envisage 
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ay author a review is a common occurrence for frontline re- 
ail employees (herein referred to as employees). To put this 
nto context, a survey that we administered to 50 frontline 
etail and hospitality employees in the US revealed that in 

he past month, 92% had served at least one customer they 

erceived would write a review about their in-store experi- 
nce (See Appendix A). Against this backdrop, in the cur- 
ent research we explore, if the simple imagined belief that 
 customer will write a review might shape the employee-to- 
ustomer service encounter and, if so, whether this leads to 

 more favorable service experience for the customer? 
Utilizing Affective Events Theory (AET) ( Weiss and 

ropanzano 1996 ), as a framework for organizing the con- 
eptual model (see Rodell and Judge 2009 ), online customer 
eviews are interpreted (by employees) as a mechanism for 
etailers to monitor their performance. And so, when serving 

ustomers whom they suspect might write a review, it cre- 
tes what we frame as an imagined review monitoring event. 
nder appropriate circumstances, employees rationalize these 

vents as an opportunity to make a positive impression on the 
etailer. Interpreting this as a challenge and a ‘time to shine’, 
hey feel more determination, which results in better service 
ork University. This is an open access article under the CC BY license 
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Fig. 1. Conceptual model of the effects of review monitoring events. 
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elivery; that is, the employee goes ‘above and beyond’ for 
hat customer – which we refer to as service exemplification 

See Kirby et al. 2014 ). 
We test these assertions with six studies (one field experi- 

ent and five survey experiments), making three contributions 
o extant theory and practice. First, whilst significant attention 

as been given to online reviews from the standpoint of cus- 
omers (e.g., Mathwick and Mostelle 2017 ), research beyond 

his group has been limited. By shifting the perspective to 

etail employees and investigating the extended arm of online 
eviews we address the call by Troebs et al. (2021) to under- 
tand how key marketing concepts (e.g., reviews) can impact 
econdary audiences beyond consumers, as well as the spe- 
ific suggestion by Orlikowski and Scott (2014) to examine 
ffects of customer reviews on frontline staff. Second, at a 
ime where brick and mortar retailers are being advised to 

offer a great in-store experience or kiss customers goodbye”
 Marhamat 2022 p. 1), elucidating factors that augment in- 
tore customer service is of significant value. We uncover a 
ovel determinant of better service delivery (i.e., imagined 

eview monitoring) that has not received examination in the 
etailing literature. Third, the research explores the pivotal 
ole of employee determination in shaping retail outcomes. 

e reveal employee determination to be an emotional state 
hat retailers would be advised to leverage whenever relevant 
r possible. In addition, and adding further nuance to these 
ontributions, we identify and test two theoretically driven 

oderators that bound the conceptual model: (i) the relevance 
o the employee of being associated with an online review and 

ii) their self-efficacy ( Kirby et al. 2014 ). Last, as a manage- 
ial contribution, we provide initial evidence that retailers may 

xhort online reviews for the same results through deploying 

ppropriate and strategic internal communications. 

ffective events theory (AET) 

The conceptual model in Fig. 1 reflect the sequence out- 
ined in Affective Events Theory (AET). AET delineates how 

pecific events experienced by employees in the workplace 
ranslate into differential behaviors because they trigger spe- 
ific emotional responses ( Weiss and Cropanzano 1996 ). In 

ET, workplace events are defined as “a change in [an em- 
loyee’s] circumstances… a change in what one is currently 

xperiencing’’ ( Weiss and Cropanzano 1996 p. 31), which in 

ast research has included events such as acts of workplace 
ullying and customer aggression (e.g., Glasø et al. 2011 ; 
266 
ropanzano et al. 2017 ). Although many events are real , they 

an also be imagined in the sense that an employee anticipates 
omething will occur ( Weiss and Cropanzano 1996 ). Events 
re the catalyst for a sequence of employee responses com- 
rising an affective reaction, which leads to a modification in 

heir behavior (workplace event → affective / emotional reac- 
ion → behavioral response). Fig. 1 aligns with this sequence; 
hat is, when an employee experiences a review monitoring 

vent, it results in an enhanced service (behavior). This tran- 
pires because the employee is more determined (affect) to 

ake a positive impression. We return to this sequence be- 
ow. Nevertheless, first, we unpack the link between online 
eviews and monitoring, and how this might manifest into an 

vent impacting frontline employees using the language of 
ET. 

magined review monitoring 

Being monitored is an everyday reality for frontline em- 
loyees ( r ). Retailers commonly deploy methods to close 
he information asymmetry gap that exists between manage- 
ent’s knowledge of staff behavior and the actual behavior 

f staff ( Mishra, Heide and Cort 1998 ). Close-circuit tele- 
ision (CCTV), in-store audio capture, supervisor podiums, 
nd mystery shoppers, are all methods to monitor retail em- 
loyees ( Aiello and Kolb 1995 ; Jeske and Santuzzi 2015 ; 
lessing and Natter 2019 ). Online customer reviews are a 
odern yet understated method for closing the asymmetry 

ap. These are consumer-generated evaluations of businesses, 
roducts, or services, which can be self-motivated on the part 
f consumers or encouraged by retailers (see r ). Reviews are 
ublished on a retailer’s e-commerce site or via third-party 

eview pages (e.g., TripAdvisor, Yelp), both of which have 
een growing in volume. For instance, in 2022 over 1 billion 

eviews (up 13% since 2021) were posted on TripAdvisor 
 Statista 2022 ). Reviews can be balanced in any direction, 
nd it is not uncommon for customers to name or identify 

mployees (see TripAdvisor 2019 ). Retailers benefit from this 
ntelligence because it enables them to diagnose problem ar- 
as and identify examples of exemplary service ( Rose and 

lodgett 2016 ). Hence, being named or associated within a 
ositive review represents a salient outcome because employ- 
es consider it an opportunity for their performance to be 
oticed and rewarded. This logic was confirmed in a survey 

ith 58 US frontline retail and service employees, whereby 

ver 80% confirmed they viewed reviews as a method for 
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mpressing their manager, and as representing a mechanism 

or personal gain (see Appendix B). 
As mentioned above, AET stipulates that workplace 

vents can impact employee behavior even when imagined 

 Weiss and Cropanzano 1996 ). Thus, it is plausible that online 
ustomer reviews can shape a retail encounter without a cus- 
omer writing a review. This characterizes a form of imagined 

onitoring , which is a well-established idea in social sciences 
 De Moya and Pallud 2020 ). Consider the Foucauldian panop- 
icon concept (see Foucault 1977 ), which theorized how an 

ptimal prison design would include a lookout tower located 

ithin the eyesight of all prisoner cells. Without prisoners see- 
ng someone working (i.e., monitoring them), being in view 

f the tower was enough to develop an imagined belief they 

ere being monitored, which would be reflected in more pos- 
tive prisoner behavior. The panopticon example is an analogy 

 Indeed, employees might infer from an encounter that a cus- 
omer will write an online review and although there is no 

ertainty this is the case, they respond as if they were being 

onitored regardless. Although the link between online re- 
iews and imagined monitoring has not been studied, a small 
ody of research documents how imagined monitoring within 

nline settings leads to revised behavior offline. For instance, 
arder et al. (2016) demonstrated that Facebook users at- 

ending social events changed their behavior (e.g., lowering 

onsumption of or abstaining from social drugs) when they 

elieved other attendants would use camera phones. The mere 
ue of a camera phone led to the (imagined) possibility of 
hotographs being viewed by social media connections. This 
as sufficient for them to feel as if they were being moni- 

ored, and so they adapted their behavior as a result (see also 

avertu et al. 2020 ). 
Since imagined monitoring is a triggered event, it is de- 

endent on the employee’s interpretation that a customer is 
ikely to write an online review. Retail employees are well- 
ttuned to making inferences about customers using cues (see 
mbady and Rosenthal 1993 ; Lim et al. 2017 ). The authors 

onducted a short qualitative online survey with 55 retail 
nd service employees (see Web appendix 1 for a review 

f the method and findings) that identified three broad types 
f cue that lead employees to infer customers may write a 
eview; (i) review affiliation behavior (i.e. the customer states 
r shows affiliation with online reviews – as Alex did in the 
ignette) (ii) product behavior (i.e. the customer demonstrates 
 higher-than-average interest in the retailer and/or the prod- 
cts it sells) , and (iii) customer demeanor (i.e. the extent to 

hich the customer fulfills specific stereotypes reflective of 
n online review author). 

Whilst employees’ imagining that a customer will write 
n online review is a necessary condition, it is not suffi- 
ient for an imagined monitoring event to take place. The 
mployee must also believe that any review will be read. 
hus, we clarify that an imagined review monitoring event 

which we simplify to review monitoring ) occurs when the 
mployee believes that a customer will (i) write an online 
eview about a service encounter (write component), which 

ill be (ii) read by another person/monitor (read component). 
267 
lthough the reader could be a myriad of participants (e.g., 
ther customers, colleagues, competitors, etc.), we focus on 

he retailer as the primary monitor due to its significance to 

mployees. Through AET we develop hypotheses that exam- 
ne the effect of review monitoring on employee behavior 
ithin customer encounters. 

Hypotheses development 

Should retail employees respond more (or less) favorably 

hen they encounter a review monitoring event? Organiza- 
ional citizenship behaviors reflect extra role actions beyond 

he typical scope of a job description. Organizational citizen- 
hip behaviors are therefore the “discretionary behavior(s)”
n the part of an employee that promotes the “effective func- 
ioning of an organization” ( Posdakoff and MacKenzie 1994 

. 351). This can reflect numerous activities driven by both 

ntrinsic (e.g. a commitment to the organization) and extrinsic 
otivations including those pertaining to impression manage- 
ent ( Rioux and Penner 2001 ). One form of organizational 

itizenship behavior relevant in the context is service exem- 
lification (see Bolino 1999 ). Derived from the word ‘exem- 
lary’ and the derivative ‘to exemplify’, workplace exemplifi- 
ation is defined as an organizational impression management 
trategy wherein employees (i.e., exemplifiers) aim to present 
o others their eagerness to do more or better than is required 

o create a positive impression ( Bolino and Turnley 2003 ; 
ee also Jones and Pittman 1982 ). Exemplification behavior 
s known as a form of “strategic self-sacrifice” since employ- 
es expend additional energy to present exemplary versions 
f themselves for future gain ( Long 2017 p. 37). In a front- 
ine retail context, we delineate service exemplification as be- 
ng a concerted effort to go ‘above and beyond’ what would 

e considered standard expectations, motivated in the pur- 
uit of making a positive impression ( Bourdage et al. 2015 ). 
his might include behaviors such as allocating extra 

ime and resources to assist customers or being creative 
o solve complex problems (i.e. out-of-the-box thinking) 
 Bolino and Turnley 2003 , Bitner and Brown 2008 ; Ma et al.
013 ). 

Review monitoring should lead to higher levels of em- 
loyee service exemplification because reviews offer a ‘time 
o shine’ (justification for which is provided from the em- 
loyee survey in Appendix B). Employees are extrinsically 

otivated to gain favor with retailers, who are often the gate- 
eeper to professional success, capable of distributing finan- 
ial and non-financial rewards paid in bonuses, tokens of 
ppreciation, promotion, and responsibility advancement, to 

ame but a few ( Hansen et al. 2002 ). Indeed, some retailers 
ink these rewards to online review mentions. An automo- 
ive retailer in Ohio monitors review content and remunerates 
eference to excellent service with bonuses ( Charniga 2020 ). 

hen situations offer moments to gain favor with retailers, 
mployees raise their effort source. This often presents it- 
elf overtly. For instance, Selbie (2019) discusses how em- 
loyees overperform, exceeding expectations when they are 
ware of active in-store mystery shopper initiatives. In a sim- 
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lar vein, when employees learned their superior was paying 

 visit, they made greater effort to stay later and work harder 
 Steinmetz and Fishbachs ). As such, when a review mon- 
toring event occurs (a customer is thought likely of writ- 
ng an online review to be seen by the retailer), employ- 
es will go ‘above and beyond’ when serving the customer 
i.e. increase service exemplification), in the hope of im- 
ressing the retailer should the customer go on to author 
 review. 

As aforementioned in AET, events impact behavior 
hrough the experiencing of psychological affect or emotion 

 Weiss and Cropanzo 1996 ). Thus, we anticipate determined- 
ess (the emotion of determination) to mediate the chain be- 
ween review monitoring and service exemplification. Deter- 

ination is an approach-oriented and positive emotion char- 
cterized by high activation associations such as an increase 
n focus, exhilaration, inspiration, and motivation ( Carver and 

cheier 1994 ; Smith and Kirby 2009 ; Abuhamdeh and Csik- 
zentmihalyi 2012 ; Kirby et al. 2014 ). Determination arises 
hen individuals are faced with a challenge; that is, an op- 
ortunity to achieve a coveted but not yet attained outcome 
 Kirby et al. 2014 ). These situations are motivationally in- 
ongruent meaning a disparity exists between current (what I 
ave) and desired (what I want) states ( Russell 1980 ). Under 
he correct conditions (discussed below) review monitoring 

ituations should be regarded by employees as a challenge be- 
ause they desire the recognition that a positive review would 

ender, but which they are yet to receive. Following this logic, 
eview monitoring should heighten determination toward the 
ervice encounter. Feeling determined is linked to “tenacious 
oal pursuit" ( Gable and Harmon-Jones 2008 p.481), and is 
ssociated with exemplary performance, which stems from 

ncreases in perseverance, focus, and effort expended on spe- 
ific tasks – all reflecting positive determinants of individual 
erformance ( Yih, Kirby, and Smith 2020 ; Smith and Kirby 

009 ; Frijda, Kuipers, and Ter Schure 1989 ). In line with 

ET, we, therefore, propose that review monitoring will lead 

o higher levels of service exemplification because employees 
xperience greater determination to do well. 

1. When retail employees experience a review monitoring 

vent service exemplification will increase. 

2. The increase in service exemplification amongst employ- 
es who experience review monitoring arises due to an in- 
rease in determination. 

oundary conditions 

As mentioned earlier, we acknowledge the hypothesized 

ink between review monitoring and determination (and on- 
ard to service exemplification) may not always be positive, 
ith specific conditions required. Theories of determination 

see Kirby et al. 2014 ) and motivation ( Lazarus and Folkman 

984 ; Carver and Scheier 2001 ; Leary and Kowalski 1990 ) 
inpoint two critical ‘appraisal components’ that should mod- 
rate the effect of review monitoring events on employee de- 
268 
ermination. These are (i) goal relevance (herein relevance) 
nd (ii) an employee’s self-efficacy. 

Relevance is the degree to which a person evaluates a sit- 
ation or event as a conduit to specific targets ( Lazarus and 

olkman 1984 ). This requires the simultaneous appraisal of 
i) their goals and desires (i.e., their disposition to want some- 
hing) and (ii) the relevance of a specific situation or event in 

chieving them (i.e., whether the situation satisfies that dispo- 
ition) ( Griner and Smith 2000 ). Wharton et al. (2021) sum- 
arised this evaluation as “no concern, no emotion” (p.264, 

ee also Frijda 2009 ). Hence, we expect relevance to mod- 
rate the determination experienced by employees when they 

ncounter a review monitoring event (see Kirby et al. 2014 ). 
f the event is thought not to lead to outcomes an employee 
ares about (e.g., career enhancement) it will constrain their 
etermination. Though we have presumed that receiving a 
ositive customer review will be salient to employees because 
t has the potential for recognition and reward (Appendix B) 
e acknowledge two contrary situations, both aligning with 

ork by Griner and Smith (2000) . That is, if employees (i) 
ave career aspirations beyond retail (e.g., not be motived by 

areer advancement), and/or (ii) perceive that positive online 
eviews have a negligible impact on achieving desired career 
oals (e.g. know their employer does not provide rewards for 
ositive reviews), then a review monitoring event will be in- 
erpreted as less salient attenuating the first link in the model. 
s such: 

3. The effect of a review monitoring event on employee 
etermination is stronger when relevance is high. 

The second appraisal is an employee’s self-efficacy. 
n the determination literature, self-efficacy is used inter- 
hangeably with the term ‘problem-focused coping potential’ 
 Kirby et al. 2014 ; Yih, Kirby and Smith 2020 ), which de- 
ineates a reflective evaluation of one’s ability to meet spe- 
ific targets and goals ( Carver, Scheier and Weintraub 1989 ). 
t both “causes and constitutes [an] emotional experience”
 Kirby et al. 2014 p.380). We expect higher (lower) self- 
fficacy to enhance (attenuate) determination. Indeed, for an 

mployee to become determined there must also be a level 
f self-belief that a desired outcome is within reach. Osten- 
ibly, the more efficacy a person feels the more ‘fired up’ 
hey become about a task. Of course, we assume that many 

mployees will be confident in serving and satisfying retail 
ustomers (i.e. higher self-efficacy). After all, most of the time 
his is a routine and familiar task ( Gist and Mitchell 1992 ) 
ith little reason for them to suppose something will go awry 

 Kipfelsberger et al. 2016 ). However, high self-efficacy will 
ot be universal. For some (e.g., new trainees or those work- 
ng with new or unfamiliar complex products), confidence 
ay remain low. And so, when an employee experiences a 

eview monitoring event, a greater optimism and sense of de- 
ermination will be felt in the moment, but only in those with 

igher self-efficacy, in the belief they have the expertise to 

atisfy the customer. As such: 
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4. The effect of a review monitoring event on employee 
etermination is stronger when employee self-efficacy is high. 

Summary and experimental overview 

In Study 1 we establish if a review monitoring event im- 
acts service exemplification in the field. We then confirm the 
aseline model (Study 2A) and test for alternative explana- 
ions for the empirical manipulations, whilst generalizing to a 
ifferent type of retailer (Study 2B). We then turn our atten- 
ion to (i) the moderators (i.e., boundary effects) (Study 3 and 

) and, last (ii) the managerially relevant question of whether 
etailers can leverage this same process more proactively by 

ocializing an online review culture using appropriate internal 
ommunications (Study 5). 

Study 1: field test of an imagined review monitoring 

event on service exemplification 

We designed a field experiment to establish if a review 

onitoring event initiated through a cue delivered by a cus- 
omer enhances service exemplification (H1). In practice this 
ut to the test the opening vignette scenario concerning Alex 

n which a simple verbal cue corresponding to a citing form of 
eview affiliation behavior was provided (see Web Appendix 1 

or more details of citing and other review monitoring cues). 
s such, the customer mentioned using an online review site. 
 two-condition between-subjects experiment was deployed 

nvolving a review monitoring condition vs a control. For sim- 
licity, we refer to this as review monitoring being present vs 
bsent (RM present vs. RM absent ) from herein. 

ampling, participants, and procedure 

Forty hotels in the City of Edinburgh, UK, were randomly 

elected using the TripAdvisor website as the sampling frame. 
o narrow down the set, only hotels that met two key selection 

riteria were included. These were the geographical location 

hotels needed to be in a city centre zip code), and a minimum 

eview rating of 4 out of 5 (the average score from 300 hotels 
as 4.2). Hotels were randomly assigned to one of the two 

onditions. 
An actress hired by the research team visited hotels un- 

er the guise of an information-sourcing mission. She fol- 
owed a script that had been designed by the research team. 
or practical reasons she was aware of the study’s objective, 
owever, training was also given to ensure the script was de- 
ivered with parity across conditions. Each hotel was assigned 

o either the review monitoring present or absent condition, 
hich were rotated on consecutive hotel visits. Engaging the 
rst available employee at the hotel’s reception desk, in the 
M absent condition the actress explained that her family had 

eard about the hotel and needed advice on local attractions 
efore they arrived from Sri Lanka. The RM present condition 

ontained the same dialogue but with the addendum that her 
amily had learned about the hotel via TripAdvisor – a well- 
nown online review site. The audio was covertly recorded. 
269 
t the end of the conversation, the employee was informed 

bout the experiment and asked to complete a short exit ques- 
ionnaire. A voucher for coffee and the offer of a full debrief 
ere provided. In this study, we captured the dependent vari- 

ble - service exemplification - by measuring the time (sec- 
nds) spent by the employee in responding to the customer’s 
uestion seeking advice. Although we were unable to gauge 
hether the time spent on serving the actress translated into 

above and beyond’ levels of service from the employee’s per- 
pective, spending more time attending to customers is often 

ited as an example of service behavior that retailers evalu- 
te in a positive light (see Bolino et al. 2008 ). From the data, 
wo cases were omitted. In the RM absent condition a recording 

ailure prevented data capture, whilst, in the RM present condi- 
ion, one spoke uninterrupted for over six minutes - twice the 
ength of others. The final sample consisted of 19 employ- 
es who were male, 18 were female and one was unrevealed. 
ubjects had an average of seven years of work experience. 
ituational data (e.g., if there was a sign for a review site 
romoted by the hotel, the number of staff at the counter, the 
umber of customers queueing for assistance, the gender of 
he employee), as well as other more objective data from Tri- 
Advisor (e.g., no. of reviews, overall score), were included 

s control variables in our analysis. None differed between 

onditions ( ps > .05). 

esults and discussion 

An independent sample t -test revealed that employees in 

he RM present condition spent more time (measured in seconds) 
eplying to the customer’s question (89.00 s, SE = 13.20) 
ompared to those in the RM absent condition (59.17 s, 
E = 9.55); t (36) = −1.831, p = .038 one-tailed; η2 = .08). 

In conclusion, a subtle cue representative of a real-world 

eview monitoring event worked to increase service exempli- 
cation providing initial support for H1. The study forewent 
recision for realism, which we address in the next study. 
owever, the results legitimize addressing the question of 

why’ review monitoring leads to service exemplification, and 

o we continue establishing the underlying mechanism by 

esting employee determination as the mediator. 

Study 2A: establishing the baseline model 

We turn our attention to H2. A scenario-based between- 
ubjects design, again with a review monitoring and control 
ondition (RM present vs. RM absent ) was operationalized. As be- 
ore, we deployed another citing cue to initiate the review 

onitoring condition. Though, rather than an auditory cue, 
his time we opted for a visual stimulus. 

timuli and sample 

A vignette-style scenario was designed requiring partici- 
ants to imagine working as an assistant on the customer 
ervice desk of an independent hardware store. In the sce- 
ario, a customer approaches the desk and places an item 
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n the counter before asking a product-related question. In 

he RM absent (control) condition, the visual cue was a fiction 

ook, while in the RM present condition it was a smartphone 
isplaying the TripAdvisor logo present within the mobile 
pplication. Web Appendix 2 provides the full scenario for 
tudy 2A as well as those for all subsequent studies. 

The RM manipulation was checked using a pre-test so as 
ot to lead to biased responses ( Vargas et al. 2017 ). This 
as also replicated in the remaining studies. The manipula- 

ion check comprised a three-item measure to establish if the 
mployee perceived the customer would later write an online 
eview to be seen by the retailer (e.g. post a review that may 

e viewed by a manager, α = .96). The review monitoring 

anipulation here, and in all subsequent studies, was satisfac- 
ory. Manipulation check results for the remaining sequence 
f studies (and all manipulated variables) are presented in 

ppendix C. 
In line with the conceptual definition provided by 

irby et al. 2014 , employee determination was examined 

sing three items selected from the PANAS scale (adapted 

rom Pugh 2001 ) i.e. I feel determined, inspired, attentive; 
= .71. Service exemplification was measured using a three- 

tem scale adapted from McClean and Collins (2011) (e.g., 
ou would go above and beyond normal job requirements; 
= .92). Measures for determination and service exempli- 

cation were used in subsequent studies, as were the fol- 
owing control variables: age, gender, customer-facing role 
i.e., to what extent is your role customer-facing – measured 

n a 7-point low to high scale). A full list of measurement 
tems is supplied in Appendix D. The sample comprised US- 
ased retail and hospitality workers ( n = 127; 56.3% female; 

¯ age = 35 . 67 , SD = 11.48), which were invited via a paid
urvey panel provider (CloudResearch). This platform was 
lso used in the remaining studies. A set of internal attention 

hecks were included to ensure scenarios were understood. 
ailure or non-compliance led to the automatic termination 

f the survey. This procedure was followed in all subsequent 
tudies. 

esults and discussion 

Analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) confirmed statistically 

ignificant relationships between review monitoring and ser- 
ice exemplification (F(1,122) = 7.860, p < .001, η2 = .061; 
M absent = 5.07, SE = .12 vs. RM present = 5.54, SE = .12) 
nd determination (F(1,122) = 6.781, p < .01, η2 = .053; 
M absent = 4.56, SE = .17 vs. RM present = 5.19, SE = .16). 
hus, exposing employees to the review monitoring event 

RM present ) was sufficient to increase service exemplification 

H1 supported) and determination. Using model 4 in the IBM 

PSS PROCESS MACRO we tested the indirect effect of re- 
iew monitoring (IV) on service exemplification (DV) me- 
iated by determination (M). All links in the chain were 
ositive and significant ( βRM-present → Y Determination = .473, 
 < .01; βDetermination → Y Exemp = .694, p < .001), which 

ielded an overall significant indirect effect through determi- 
ation ( βDetermination = .328, 95% CI: .100 to .595). Further- 
270 
ore, this was established as full mediation since the direct 
ath between review monitoring and service exemplification 

ecame non-significant with the inclusion of the mediator (see 
able 1 for model results for all subsequent studies). These 
esults supported H2. As a precaution, we also considered the 
ossibility of an alternative processor (i.e., mediator). Whilst 
etermination is an approach-oriented emotion it is plausible 
hat employees respond with anxiety to the prospect of re- 
iew monitoring. In comparison, anxiety is more avoidance- 
ocused, typified by nervousness and retreat. As such, we 
odeled anxiety in parallel with determination using a two- 

tem measure borrowed from Rodell and Judge (2009) i.e. 
 feel: nervous, anxious r = .92, p < .01. Only the in- 
irect effect through determination was significant, ruling 

ut this alternative pathway and confirming our hypothesized 

odel. 
In Study 2A the results validated the findings of Study 1 

H1 supported). In addition, we confirmed the baseline model 
Review Monitoring → Determination → Service Exemplifi- 
ation) and found support for H2, which conformed with the 
vent → Affect → Behavior framework used in AET research. 
oncerning the importance of replicability in management re- 

earch, in Study 2B we (i) test the generalizability of the 
odel to a different retail setting (i.e. a chain supermarket), 

nd (ii) rule out two further explanations for why review mon- 
toring leads to higher service exemplification. 

Study 2b: model generalization 

In keeping with Study 2A, we devised a scenario- 
ased between-subjects design, once again manipulating a 
eview monitoring event (RM present ) vs a control condition 

RM absent ). 

timuli, participants, and procedure 

Participants were told they worked on the floor of a su- 
ermarket and a customer had approached holding an item –
eflecting another citing cue. In the RM absent condition, this 
as just a smartphone (no further information given), and for 

he RM present it was a mobile phone showing a review page 
n Google Reviews for the supermarket. All baseline model 
easures were the same as in Study 2A. However, we in- 

luded two alternative explanations for why the stimuli might 
nhance service exemplification that went beyond the review 

onitoring event. These were: (i) perceived customer status, 
nd (ii) customer relatedness. Previous studies have shown 

hat individuals who are (i) perceived as being of higher sta- 
us, and (ii) more relatable or similar to employees tend to 

eceive more attention (e.g. Colliander et al. 2017 ; Cervel- 
on et al. 2019 ). Status was measured using five-items (e.g., 
he customers have an influential position in society, α = .89) 
dapted from Hollingshead (2011) , while customer related- 
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Table 1 
Key mediation results studies 2–5 ∗. 

Model 1 (X RM 

→ M1 Determination ) Model 2 (X,M1 → Y Exemp) Model 1 (X RM 

→ M1 Determination ) Model 2 (X,M1 → Y Exemp ) 

B s.e. p β s.e. p β s.e. p β s.e. p 
Study 2a: Indirect eff (95%): β = .328 CI (.100–.595) Study 2b: Indirect eff (95%): β = 399 CI (.117–.741), 

F(4,122) = 6.060, p < .001, R-sq = .165 
F (5,121) = 9.803, p < .001, 
R-sq = .288 F(4,103) = 5.150, p < .001, R-sq = .167 

F(5,102) = 11.142, p < .001, 
R-sq = .359 

Review monitoring .472 .167 .006 .298 .217 .174 .511 .186 .007 .364 .254 .155 
Facing .371 .094 < .001 −.125 .125 .318 .165 .093 .080 .076 .125 .546 
Gender −.122 .170 .475 .039 .213 .854 .278 .182 .130 .118 .243 .629 
Age .007 .007 .38 .004 .009 .662 .024 .009 .009 .011 .012 .356 
Determination .694 .113 < .001 .781 .130 < .001 

Study 3: moderated indirect eff (95%): β = .226 CI (.028–.443) Study 4: moderated indirect eff (95%): β = .911 CI (.443–1.438) 

F(7,358) = 9.944, p < .001, R-sq = .163 F(6,359) = 23.542, p < .001, 
R-sq = .282 

F (6,243) = 9.649, p < .001, 
R-sq = .192 

F (5,244) = 46.028, p < .001, 
R-sq = .485 

Review monitoring −.362 .272 .184 .091 .097 .352 −1.004 .663 < .001 .280 .140 .047 
Gender .167 .093 .072 .082 .105 .776 .319 .126 .012 .013 .140 .090 
Age .001 .003 .444 .008 .004 .026 .006 .005 .194 −.004 .005 .457 
Determination .616 .055 < .001 .920 .066 < .001 
Employment control .060 .062 .333 −.040 .072 .580 −.207 .096 .033 .021 .106 .843 
Electric car knowledge (S3 
only) 

.003 .034 .994 −.024 .038 .526 

Self-efficacy (S3 only) .081 .271 .765 
RM 

∗Self-efficacy (S3 only) .366 .172 .033 
Relevance (S4 only) −1.006 .391 < .001 
RM 

∗Relevance (S4 only) .990 .249 < .001 

Study 5 a : Indirect effs (95%): βDetermination[promotion] = .271 CI (.043–.503), all other indirect paths non-significant 

Model 1 (X RM 

→ M1 Determination ) Model 2 (X RM 

→ M2 Anxiety ) Model 3 (X,M1,M2 → Y Exemp ) 

B s.e. p β s.e. p B s.e. p 
F(5,293) = 8.110, p < .001, R-sq = .121 F(5,293) = 4.133, p = .001, R-sq = .07 F (6,229) = 39.687, p < .001, 

R-sq = .488 

RM promotion frame .270 .121 .027 −.104 .221 .637 −.091 .132 .491 
RM prevention frame −.065 .121 .588 .581 .220 .009 −.004 .132 .975 
Facing .166 .045 < .001 −.187 .082 .022 −.000 .049 .997 
Gender .121 .101 .232 .441 .185 .018 −.112 .111 .316 
Age .018 .005 .008 −.003 .009 .727 .002 .005 .690 
Determination 1.006 .064 < .001 
Anxiety .045 .035 .199 

a For study 5 anxiety is specified as a parallel mediator and the independent variable was multicategorical using the RM absent condition as the comparison group. 
∗ Total and interaction effects on service exemplification (RM/RM 

∗moderator → Exemp) are presented within the results section of each study. 

271
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1 ANCOVA results of interaction (RM 

∗SE) on service exemplification 
F(1,358) = 3.016, p = .083, η2 = .008. Pairwise comparison showed review 

monitoring increased service exemplification (RM - absent = 5.66, SE = .11 
vs. RM - present = 6.09, SE = .11, p = .011) but not when self-efficacy was 
low (RM - absent = 5.58, SE = .11 vs. RM - present = 5.60, SE = .11, p = .938). 
Albeit the interaction only approaches significance. 
ess had four-items (e.g. a sense that I am comparable to 

he customer, α = .95) adapted from Sweeney et al. (2014) . 
he sample comprised 108 US-based retail and hospitality 

orkers (52.7% female; x¯age = 38.45, SD = 10.46). 

esults and discussion 

As before, an ANCOVA replicated the results ob- 
erved in Study 1 and Study 2A. With the presence 
f a review monitoring event both service exemplification 

F(1,103) = 7.247, p < .001, η2 = .066; RM -absent = 4.76, 
E = .20 vs. RM -present = 5.53, SE = .19) and determination 

F(1,103) = 7.590, p < .001, η2 = .069; RM -absent = 5.25, 
E = .13 vs. RM -present = 5.76, SE = .13) were higher than 

n the control condition. Furthermore, neither status nor re- 
atability differed between conditions ( ps > .05). Again using 

odel 4 (PROCESS), the mediation results (review monitor- 
ng → determination → service exemplification) were consis- 
ent with Study 2A ( βdetermination = .399, 95% CI: .117–.741, 
ee Table 1 for full results). In keeping with Study 2A, anxi- 
ty was modeled in parallel with determination. Once again, 
nly determination mediated the pathway. 

Studies 2A and 2B provide compelling evidence for the 
ain effect and baseline model, providing evidence for H1 

nd H2. Neither of the possible confounding explanations ap- 
ears to impact the results. In Study 3 we examine the first of 
wo boundary conditions: the role of a retail employee’s self- 
fficacy (H4), prior to evaluating the importance of relevance 
H3) (Study 4). 

Study 3: self-efficacy as a review monitoring boundary 

condition 

As already theorized, we predict that when review monitor- 
ng occurs, employee determination (and service exemplifica- 
ion) increases when employees have high self-efficacy (SE). 

e tested H4 via a 2 (RM present vs. RM absent ) x 2 (SE low 

vs.
E high ) scenario-based between-subjects design. 

timuli, participants, and procedure 

Participants were told they were a salesperson at a small 
ar dealership specializing in electric cars. They were given 

 manual about selling electric cars, which chronicled rele- 
ant information (e.g., differences in battery life and power, 
he impact of weather conditions on range, or the need for 
 separate heat-pump). In the low self-efficacy (SE low 

) con- 
ition, for reasons outside of their control, they had not yet 
ead the manual. In the SE high condition they had studied the 
anual in detail and were confident in its content. Also, in 

he scenario, a customer had approached and sat down at the 
ales desk. In the RM absent condition, the customer placed a 
martphone on the lock screen (delivered as a visual citing 

timulus), while in the RM present condition, the phone dis- 
layed the retailer’s Google Review page. Respondents were 
nformed the customer had several questions about electric 
ars. 
272 
A sample of 366 adults residing in the US (57.6% female; 
¯age = 44.10, SD = 13.83) was recruited through same panel 
s before. A general sample was selected because of the in- 
erent difficulty in manipulating lower self-efficacy in retail 
mployees who are generally confident (and thus high in self- 
fficacy) about serving customers. All measures were identical 
o Study 2A, with the addition of a three-item manipulation 

heck for self-efficacy (e.g. I have the required knowledge to 

atisfy the customer, α = .96) and two further controls; 1) 
apturing whether participants worked in a front-line retail or 
ervice role (1 = yes, 2 = no) in real life and 2), existing 

nowledge of electric cars (i.e., In real life, rate your knowl- 
dge about Electric cars, measured on a 7-point scale: 1 = far 
elow average; 7 = far above average). 

esults and discussion 

A two-way ANCOVA provided support for a significant in- 
eraction effect between review monitoring and self-efficacy 

n determination (F(1,358) = 4.556, p = .033, η2 = .033). 
his relationship is depicted in Fig. 2 . Pairwise compar- 

sons show that review monitoring increased determination 

hen self-efficacy was high (RM absent = 5.78, SE = .09 vs. 
M present = 6.15, SE = .09, p < .01) but not when it was low

RM absent = 5.34, SE = .09 vs. RM present = 5.35, SE = .09, 
 > .05). H4 was thus supported. It is prudent to highlight 
hat the ANCOVA revealed a partially significant interaction 

RM 

∗SE) on service exemplification ( p = . 08) 1 . Using Model 
 in PROCESS we established support for the moderated me- 
iation since the indirect effect (RM → determination → ser- 
ice exemplification) was statistically significant when self- 
fficacy was high rather than low ( βdetermination = .226, 95% 

I: .028–.443). 
This study confirms the divergent impact of review mon- 

toring based on an employee’s self-efficacy and the critical 
ature of this appraisal. When employees are less confident 
n their ability the link(s) to determination (and service ex- 
mplification) breaks down ( Kirby et al. 2014 ). 

Study 4: relevance as a review monitoring boundary 

condition 

As discussed earlier, review monitoring needs to be in- 
erpreted by employees as an opportunity to achieve per- 
onal goals. We presume that the possibility of being men- 
ioned, named, or implied within an online customer review 

s a positive consequence of their career ambitions. We op- 
rationalized another 2 (RM low 

vs. RM high ) x 2 (Rel low 

vs. 
el high ) between-subjects design study where relevance (Rel) 
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Fig. 2. The effect of review monitoring on determination for employees high (vs. low) in self-efficacy. 
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2 ANCOVA results the interaction (RM 

∗Rel) on service exemplification 
(F(1,358) = 21.268, p < .001, η2 = .081. Pairwise comparison showed when 
relevance was high, RM increased service exemplification (M RM- low = 4.81, 
SE = .17 vs. M RM- high = 6.26, SE = .16, p < .001) but not when rele- 
vance was low (M RM- low = 4.69, SE = .16 vs. M RM- high = 4.60, SE = .18, 
p = .711). 
as primed to be either high or low. It should be noted that 
n Study 4 the review monitoring conditions were designed 

o be scaled (either high or low levels of monitoring) rather 
han present or absent. This is explained below. 

timuli, participants, and procedure 

Participants were asked to imagine working at a depart- 
ent store answering customer questions in the electronics 

ection. They had a clear ambition to be promoted through 

he ranks. For the Rel high (Rel low 

) condition, respondents were 
old to imagined that: “you personally believe that online 
ustomer reviews about the service you deliver should (not) 
e something that contributes to your promotion application. 
herefore, you are (not at all) motivated by the prospect of 
eing featured in a customer’s online review”. They were then 

dvised that their retail experience enabled them to read sig- 
als (e.g., verbal, appearance, actions) that indicated whether 
ustomers were more or less likely to write an online review 

bout the encounter. In the scenario, it was a busy Saturday 

nd several customers waited in line. RM high (RM low 

) was 
anipulated by suggesting subtle signals meant they were 

sufficiently confident this person will (not) write a review 

bout their visit’. Here we did not manipulate review moni- 
oring through a specific stimulus but rather the higher-order 
ecessary appraisal that must arise from any stimuli to be 
lassified as a review monitoring event. The reason for this 
as to provide initial support for review monitoring effects 
eneralizable across the breadth of potential cues that may ex- 
st (see Web Appendix 1). Participants were then asked ques- 
ions about serving this customer. Measures were collected 

s per Study 2A with the addition of a three-item manipula- 
ion check for goal relevance (e.g. online reviews about my 
273 
ervice are relevant for me to get promoted, α = .99). The 
ample mirrored the approach taken in Study 3 ( n = 236; 
5.6% female; x¯age = 41.89, SD = 13.43). 

esults and discussion 

A two-way ANCOVA (see Fig. 3 ) provided a signifi- 
ant interaction between review monitoring and relevance 
F(1,243) = 15.804, p < .001, η2 = .061). As expected, 
etermination was higher when goal relevance was high 

RM low 

= 5.23, SE = .13 vs. RM high = 6.21, SE = .12, 
 < .001) but not when it was low (RM low 

= 5.29, SE = .12
s. RM high = 5.28, SE = .13, p > .05). For completeness, 
e established that this interaction was also statistically sig- 
ificant when service exemplification was the dependent vari- 
ble ( p < .001) 2 . In keeping with Study 3, an analysis of
he moderated mediation path for review monitoring on ser- 
ice exemplification through determination was only signifi- 
ant when goal relevance was high ( βdetermination = .911, 95% 

I: .443–1.438). See Table 1 . 
The study provides strong support for H3. That is, review 

onitoring leads to higher levels of service exemplification 

ia determination, but only when receiving an online customer 
eview is seen as being relevant to the employee achieving his 
r her career goals. 
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Fig. 3. The effect of review monitoring on determination for employees perceiving high (vs. low) relevance. 
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Study 5: achieving service exemplification through a 

management-led review orientation 

As aforementioned, review monitoring consists of the joint 
ikelihood of two components: (i) believing a customer will 
rite a review (i.e., writing component) and (ii) the retailer 
ill read it (i.e. reading component). Previous studies have 

ocused on increasing the likelihood of employees inferring 

hat a customer will ‘write’ a review. Alas, in practice, it is 
ifficult for a retailer to have control over this likelihood (see 
oukova et al. 2023 r ). And so, in the final study, we flip
erspectives and examine ‘if’ retailers can increase service 
xemplification by focusing only on the reading component; 
hat is, by declaring and socializing their intention to prioritize 
eading online reviews (i.e. implementing a ‘review orienta- 
ion’). However, there is more than one way to communicate 
his to employees, and with contrasting outcomes. 

In line with our previous findings, for a review orienta- 
ion to increase service exemplification behavior, it needs to 

e communicated in a way that makes employees more de- 
ermined. Since determination is an approach-focused emo- 
ion ( Kirby et al. 2014 ), it follows that a promotion-focused 

raming , centered around shared goals, advancement, and 

chievement of ideals and aspirations (“standards one hopes to 

eet”) will be sufficient to trigger this ( Mogilner, Aaker and 

ennington 2008 , p.671). Indeed, Wells et al. (2007) found 

hat when a telecommunication firm announced how in-house 
onitoring would be employed for developmental purposes 

i.e., promotion framed), it led to higher levels of organiza- 
ional commitment and communal buy-in, both of which are 
pproach-oriented. Yet, it is also possible to communicate a 
eview orientation by framing the message as prevention fo- 
used; that is, by stressing an obligation to meet certain stan- 
274 
ards (“the ‘standard we need to meet”). Prevention-focused 

ommunications are generally punitive ( Mogilner et al. 2008 ), 
nd often interpreted as a hindrance by employees, obstruct- 
ng rather than enabling goal achievement. For most, hin- 
rances are associated with anxiety (and avoidance) rather 
han determination (see Higgins 1998 ; Cheng et al. 2013 ; 
irby et al. 2014 ). As such, we anticipate when a prevention 

raming is used, any positive effects associated with review 

onitoring will be attenuated or even reversed. 
In summary, when a retailer deploys a promotion-framed 

essage to communicate a review orientation (i.e., “we read 

eviews to identify and reward your excellent service”), then 

ervice exemplification will increase because employees are 
ore determined. This will be attenuated (or even reversed) 
hen a prevention framing is used (i.e. we read reviews to 

nover poor service), which we expect to be associated with 

igher anxiety. The single factor between-subject experiment 
as three conditions: a control condition with no review mon- 
toring (RM absent ), a review monitoring condition using a pre- 
ention framing (RM prevention ), and one using a promotion 

raming (RM promotion ). 

timuli, participant, and procedure 

Participants were asked to imagine working as a sales 
ssistant at a bicycle store. During a presentation, employ- 
es were shown a slide deck with updates and news. In the 
M promotion (RM prevention ) condition, the retailer orientated staff 
y presenting slides about how they will read online reviews 
o identify excellent (poor) service. In the RM absent condi- 
ion, they were provided with details of an unrelated health 

nd safety policy. The latter was consistent in format and 

ength to the other conditions. Determination, service exem- 
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lification, and anxiety were measured as per study 2A. A 

ingle-item manipulation check for review orientation fram- 
ng used a bi-polar scale and captured whether respondents 
ocated what the retailer wanted to identify by reading cus- 
omer reviews (i.e., examples of poor service – exemplary 

ervice). The sample comprised 299 US-based retail and hos- 
itality workers (60.2% female; x¯age = 36.01, SD = 9.95). 

esults and discussion 

We employed ANCOVAs with pairwise comparisons to ex- 
mine the effect of each condition on determination, anx- 
ety, and service exemplification. This confirmed determi- 
ation was highest when a promotion framing was used 

F(2,293) = 4.383, p = .013, η2 = .029; RM promotion = 5.92, 
E = .08 vs. RM prevention = 5.59, SE = .08 p < .01; 
M absent = 5.65, SE = .09 p = .027, although we found 

o significant difference between the prevention framing and 

bsent group ( p > .05). Anxiety was higher when prevention 

raming was used (F(2,293) = 5.69, p < .01, η2 = .037; 
M prevention = 2.91, SE = .16; vs. RM promotion = 2.22, 
E = .15 p < .01, RM absent = 2.32, SE = .16 p < .01).
here was also no difference in anxiety between the promo- 

ion framing and control conditions ( p > .05). No significant 
ifference in service exemplification was discovered between 

he three conditions ( p > .05). 3 

To examine the effect of each RM condition on ser- 
ice exemplification via determination and anxiety, a multi- 
ategorical parallel mediation model was specified us- 
ng Model 4 in PROCESS (RM absent [Reference group] 
s. RM prevention and RM promotion ). The results revealed 

ne significant indirect effect - this was between the 
M promotion and service exemplification through determination 

 βdetermination = .271, 95% CI: .043–.503) (see Table 1 for full 
esults). This was consistent with our initial expectation. 

General discussion 

From marketing academics to practitioners, online cus- 
omer reviews have been celebrated as a tool for shaping pos- 
tive consumer behaviors (e.g., Floyd et al., 2014 ; Wu, et al. 
021 ). Though undoubtedly the case, we expand this sphere 
f influence to reach the retail frontline. In particular, when 

n employee imagines that a customer is likely to write an 

nline review about their experience, it is imagined as tanta- 
ount to monitoring (i.e., a way the retailer knows how they 

erform in serving customers). Seeing this as an opportunity, 
he employee approaches the encounter as a challenge, expe- 
iencing a rise in determination to do well. Hence, they raise 
heir service game, providing the customer with an enhanced 

ervice experience, typified by the employee’s increased ef- 
orts to go beyond what would be expected. Retailers will be 
uoyed by these findings. Indeed, this unintended outcome 
3 Service exemplification across RM conditions (F(2,293) = .874, p = .418, 
2 = .006; RM absent = 5.33, SE = .13, RM prevention = 5.29, SE = .12; 
M promotion = 5.51, SE = .12). 

m
i
e
i

275 
s good news for them (and customers), given the perennial 
uest for retailers to create memorable in-store customer ex- 
eriences ( Grewal, et al. 2017 ). 

In Study 1 we provided support for H1 using a field ex- 
eriment used to test the underlying proposal that: when em- 
loyees experience a review monitoring event, they deliver a 
ore exemplified service. Studies 2A and 2B confirmed this, 

nd the role of determination as the mediating variable in 

he model (i.e., H2). However, the prospect of review mon- 
toring taking place does not mean all employees will ex- 
erience a rise in their determination to do well. Studies 3 

nd 4 show that for those who are low in self-efficacy or 
o not believe that being associated with a positive review is 
elevant for advancing their personal goals (e.g. promotion), 
eview monitoring fails to convert into service exemplification 

H3, H4 supported). Last, in Study 5 we provide exploratory 

upport for retailers triggering this same process by orientat- 
ng employees toward an internal review culture (i.e., retailers 
ead online reviews to better understand the employee’s per- 
ormance). Moreover, this messaging should always take on 

romotion rather than prevention framing. 

heoretical discussion and further research 

By switching the perspective of reviews from a customer- 
o-customer influencing tool to a mechanism for impact- 
ng retail frontline employees, we make important contribu- 
ions to the online customer review (e.g. Floyd et al. 2014 ; 

u, Jin and Xu 2021 ) and retail service performance litera- 
ure (e.g. Dallimore et al. 2007 ; Rapp et al. 2015 ; Jung et al.
022 ). We respond to the simultaneous calls made by scholars 
o understand how core marketing concepts can impact sec- 
ndary audiences ( Troebs et al. 2021 ), specifically employees 
and their work) ( Orlikowski and Scott 2014 ). Moreover, in 

he retail service performance literature, a body of research 

as identified situations in which customers can influence the 
ervice they receive, and we offer another context where this 
s the case. 

We postulate that online customer reviews have a sec- 
ndary function, interpreted by employees as a mechanism 

or the retailer to glimpse into their customer encounters (i.e., 
onitor service performance). Online reviews offer retailers 
 chance to glean important and otherwise difficult-to-capture 
nsights, closing a section of the information asymmetry gap 

etween management and the frontline ( Mishra, Heide, and 

ort 1998 ). Thus, when a customer is likely to later write 
n online review (perhaps because of something they do or 
ay), it creates an imagined review monitoring event for the 
mployee. Drawing from Affective Event Theory ( Weiss and 

ropanzano 1996 ), this event is only imagined however still 
ufficient to drive changes in affect and behavior. Thus, review 

onitoring is reminiscent of Foucault’s panopticon where 
risoner behavior is shaped by imagined rather than actual 
onitoring. Whilst we draw attention to imagined monitor- 

ng events as an unexpected antecedent of positive customer- 
mployee service encounters, this is merely an initial step 

n a nuanced context. It is essential to examine the potential 
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or other retail phenomena (e.g., suspected social media in- 
uencers) to initiate comparable monitoring events governed 

y a similar process, and whether review monitoring leads 
o differential (e.g. more favorable) outcomes as compared to 

ther forms of monitoring, in particular those used by retail- 
rs (e.g. CCTV, mystery shopping) ( Aiello and Kolb 1995 ; 
lessing and Natter 2019 ). 

As already presented, when review monitoring events oc- 
ur, service exemplification rises. But what triggers the per- 
eption a customer might write a review in the first place ? 

e consider them triggered by specific cues that signal a 
igher likelihood of being the focus of a review. Various 
xamples in the retailing literature of employees interpret 
ustomer-transmitted cues to the end result of performing 

etter in their role (e.g., facial expressions, dress sense) ( Dal- 
imore et al. 2007 ; Cervellon et al. 2019 ). However, given the 
ovelty, we found little in academic literature that captured 

hese cues. As such, in Web Appendix 1 we outline a series 
f cues found in a qualitative study undertaken with frontline 
taff. To this end, we uncover three broad categories of cues 
hat might lead employees to this conclusion. While not the 
ocus of the current research, we should not presume all cues 
hould trigger review monitoring events to the same degree. A 

seful endeavor would be to establish the relative efficacy of 
ues in reflecting review monitoring events, and how differ- 
nt cues translate into improved service performance against 
he backdrop of varying retail / in-store conditions (e.g., high 

s. low customer traffic, high vs. low complexity of prod- 
cts), and whether all review monitoring cues lead to posi- 
ive outcomes (i.e. determination and service exemplification). 
oncerning the universal nature of review monitoring cues, it 
ay not be too far of a stretch to deduce there are situations 
here the perception a customer will author a review leads to 

egative consequences. For example, if a customer forewarns 
he employee they will evaluate the quality of the service (“I 
ill review your service later), this may induce anger, anxiety, 
r fear, reminiscent of other, more overt forms of monitoring 

hat have the same effect ( Jeske and Santuzzi 2015 ). As such, 
he context leading to review monitoring events might shape 
he nature of the subsequent service delivered at an even more 
ranular level than what is reported in this research. Due to 

he type of cue selected as stimuli we are limited in the as- 
ertions about the outcomes of review monitoring holistically. 

The final contribution relates to the determination 

ediator. Our empirical work aligns well with the 
vent → affect → behavior process found in AET ( Weiss and 

ropanzano 1996 ) and does so by introducing determina- 
ion as the pivotal processor. The rationale for determina- 
ion (as opposed to other emotions) stems from the fact that, 
o employees, the prospect of being associated with a pos- 
tive customer review is seen as a ‘challenge’ to surmount 
 Kirby et al. 2014 ). This stems from the fact that this repre-
ents an opportunity for the employee to gain something of 
alue – that is, regarding future personal goals (e.g., promo- 
ion, prestige, etc.). Indeed, retailers play an important role as 
atekeepers of economic rewards such as promotion and pro- 
ression, which is why we refer to retailers as the strongest 
276 
udience for review monitoring (see Leary and Kowalski 
997 ). That said, it is also plausible that other audiences (e.g. 
ustomers, colleagues) might drive determination, especially 

f there is something to gain from influencing that audience. 
n support of this, the impression management literature as- 
erts that behavior change can be motivated by the need for 
elf-esteem (e.g., esteem from other customers reading posi- 
ive reviews and requesting an employee’s service) or the en- 
eavor to sustain one’s identity (e.g., project through reviews 
he identity of being successful to colleagues) ( Leary 2019 ). 

oving beyond this narrower context it would be valuable 
o explore whether there is efficacy in different retail stake- 
olders (beyond the retailer) as ‘monitoring’ audiences and 

f determination remains integral in driving positive service 
utcomes. 

In a similar vein, in this research, we focussed on the 
mportance ascribed to extrinsic rewards in the form of ca- 
eer enhancement for motivating retail employees. It is also 

he case that employees could be motivated by intrinsic re- 
ards such as, for instance, the joy to serve customers to a 
igh standard. This would have implications for the model we 
ested. A person who loves satisfying customers may already 

ork at capacity and have reached a ceiling in the level of 
ervice exemplification that is realistic within their capabili- 
ies. An additional extrinsic reward might not move the needle 
urther. As such, further research is needed to probe the inter- 
lay between extrinsic and intrinsic motivations surrounding 

eview monitoring. 
The favorable outcomes captured in the model remain con- 

ingent upon two key boundary conditions. Employees must 
rst perceive they have adequate self-efficacy, backing them- 
elves in the challenge of making a positive impression should 

he customer choose to write a review. When this was not 
he case (i.e., the employee lacked the requisite expertise), 
 rise in determination did not materialize nor improve ser- 
ice exemplification (see also Delahaij and Van Dam 2017 ). 
eyond bolstering a general need for skilling and resourcing 

he frontline as a priority, this boundary condition implies 
he necessity for retailers to be cautious in leveraging review 

onitoring as a formal strategy (as in Study 5). Such strate- 
ies are seldom optimal when employees are inexperienced, 
essimistic, or self-critical (see Thiel, et al. 2012 ). In light of 
his, we must acknowledge that our empirical research may 

e limited with regard to external validity. For consistency, 
eview monitoring events were operationalized in each study 

t the outset of the service encounter (customers initiated the 
ue before the service encounter). As such, self-efficacy was 
eemed a static trait, which is unrealistic in practice. For ex- 
mple, future research should examine if self-efficacy varies 
n either direction and in real-time based on emerging flows of 
nformation presented during the encounter (e.g. a customer 
hows disappointment). If so, how this shapes the effects of 
eview monitoring (See Carver and Scheier 2001 ). In addi- 
ion, it would be interesting to establish if lower self-efficacy 

ombined with review monitoring events give rise to emotions 
ot considered in this research. For instance, is it possible that 
 lack of control during a service encounter leads to anger or 
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ear? What might happen to the service delivered when these 
motions rise? 

We also established goal relevance as a boundary condition 

o the first link in the model. Returning to the assertion that 
ithout concern, there is no emotion ( Wharton et al. 2021 ; 
rijda 2009 ) we found that it is only when employees believe 

hat a positive online customer review will impact their chance 
f achieving specific personal goals (e.g., gaining a promo- 
ion) that determination arises. It is worth revisiting the fact 
hat the manipulation used to establish goal relevance (Study 

) was event-specific (i.e., how relevant are online reviews 
erceived by employees to achieving their goals). It, therefore, 
s logical for retailers to connect the concepts of (positive) re- 
iews with the gaining of career benefits and rewards. Some 
rms make this connection explicit by, for example, provid- 

ng financial bonuses for being named or associated with a 
ositive online review (e.g., Charniga 2020 ). However, there 
ay be other ways to mobilize event-specific relevance. For 

nstance, making employees identifiable through name badges 
ay boost review monitoring, arguably because it enhances 

he likelihood of the employee being distinguished (i.e., mak- 
ng the event more relevant). Therefore, the chances of suc- 
ess with the retailer becomes higher. 

Dispositional goal relevance should also bound determi- 
ation ( Griner and Smith 2000 ). In particular, if employees 
elieve there is nothing to gain, then there is no challenge 
o become enthusiastic. This is plausible for employees who 

ave little ambition of a career in retail (e.g. stop gap work- 
rs). As such, even where the link between gaining a positive 
nline review and rewards is well documented (making the 
utcome of a positive online review more relevant in theory 

o the employee) if that reward doesn’t align with the em- 
loyee’s goals, determination will likely be blunted. 

anagerial implications 

We have identified several ways that retailers (including 

R representatives and marketers) can foster a service envi- 
onment that encourages the positive effects of review moni- 
oring (i.e., prioritizing employee self-efficacy and cementing 

he link between reviews and rewards. In Study 5, we explore 
f review monitoring can be simulated by adjusting (heighten- 
ng) the certainty with which employees believe that reviews 
ill be read (by the retailer). We find explicitly communi- 

ated review orientation can enable success. Specifically, we 
how that two forms of communicating a review orientation 

a promotion versus prevention framing – caused differen- 
ial emotional appraisals. Indeed, a promotion (prevention) 
raming led to determination (anxiety). As such, in line with 

revious research when the retailer frames the deployment 
f online reviews in an encouraging way (approach-oriented) 
ositive outcomes prevail ( Wells et al. 2007 ). Otherwise, re- 
ailers should avoid all forms of prevention framing backlash 

s this results in anxiety and no discernible change in service 
erformance. Thus, while retailers cannot control customers’ 
ehaviors, they can maximize the effect of the latent perceived 
277 
hance a customer may write a review by ensuring employees 
cknowledge it will be read. 

imitations 

Of course, there are limitations to this research that can 

e redressed. First, all studies have a cross-sectional time 
rame horizon. That means the results are indicative of what 
ight transpire when a customer walks into the store. But 

ustomer-employee interactions are often repeated over time, 
roviding employees with opportunities to learn about the 
eople they serve. What happens in these scenarios? Also, 
s there the possibility of “determination wear-out”, whereby 

epeated episodes when reviews fail to materialize cause skep- 
icism. Does this dilute the process? Longitudinal studies will 
e needed to answer this. Second, our field experiment was 
imited by its size. Future research should aim to replicate 
ur findings on a larger scale and within different retail con- 
exts. Third, our manipulation of goal relevance was explicit 
o knock the theoretical nail on the head, thus lacking some 
eal-world nuance; further study is needed to validate our 
ndings with managerially relevant manipulations (e.g., ca- 
eer vs. stop-gap employees, HR protocols that support the 
se of reviews for promotion vs. not). We will monitor these 
evelopments in the retailing literature. 

Declaration of Competing Interest 

The authors declare that they have no known competing 

nancial interests or personal relationships that could have 
ppeared to influence the work reported in this paper. 

Supplementary materials 

Supplementary material associated with this article can be 
ound, in the online version, at doi: 10.1016/j.jretai.2023.03. 
04. 

References 

buhamdeh, S. and Csikszentmihalyi M. (2012), “The Importance of Chal- 
lenge for the Enjoyment of Intrinsically Motivated, Goal-Directed Activ- 
ities,” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin , 38 (3), 317–30 . 

iello, R and Kolb K (1995), “Electronic Performance Monitoring and Social 
Context: Impact on Productivity and Stress,” Journal of Applied Psychol- 
ogy , 80 (3), 339–53 . 

mbady, N. and Rosenthal R. (1993), “Half a Minute: Predicting Teacher 
Evaluations From Thin Slices of Nonverbal Behavior and Physical At- 
tractiveness,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology , 64 (3), 431 . 

itner, M.J. and Brown S.W. (2008), “The Service Imperative,” Business 
Horizons , 51 (1), 39–46 . 

lessing, G. and Natter M. (2019), “Do Mystery Shoppers Really Predict 
Customer Satisfaction and Sales Performance?,” Journal of Retailing , 95 
(3), 47–62 . 

olino, M.C. (1999), “Citizenship and Impression Management: Good Sol- 
diers or Good Actors?,” Academy of Management Review , 24 (1), 82–98 . 

olino, M.C. and Turnley W.H. (2003), “More Than One Way to Make an 
Impression: Exploring Profiles of Impression Management,” Journal of 
Management , 29 (2), 141–60 . 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2023.03.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0007


B. Marder, R. Angell and E. Boyd Journal of Retailing 99 (2023) 265–279 

B

B

C

C

C

C

C

C

C  

C  

D

D

D

F  

F

F

F

G

G

G  

G

G

H

H

H

J

J

J

K

K

L  

L

L

L
L

L

L

M  

M

M

M

M

M  

M

M

O

olino, M.C. , Kacmar K.M. , Turnley W.H. and Gilstrap J.B. (2008), “A 

Multi-Level Review of Impression Management Motives and Behaviors,”
Journal of Management , 34 (6), 1080–109 . 

ourdage, J.S. , Wiltshire J. and Lee K. (2015), “Personality and Workplace 
Impression Management: Correlates and Implications,” Journal of Applied 
Psychology , 100 (2), 537 . 

ropanzano, R. , Dasborough M.T. and Weiss H.M. (2017), “Affective Events 
and the Development of Leader-Member Exchange,” Academy of Man- 
agement Review , 42 (2), 233–58 . 

arver, C.S. and Scheier M.F. (1994), “Situational Coping And Coping Dis- 
positions in a Stressful Transaction,” Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology , 66 (1), 184 . 

arver, CS and Scheier MF. (2001). On the Self-Regulation of Behavior . 
Cambridge University Press . 

arver, C.S. , Scheier M.F. and Weintraub J.K. (1989), “Assessing Coping 
Strategies: A Theoretically Based Approach,” Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology , 56 (2), 267 . 

ervellon, M.C. , Poujol J.F. and Tanner J.F, Jr (2019), “Judging by the Wrist- 
watch: Salespersons’ Responses to Status Signals and Stereotypes of Lux- 
ury Clients,” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services , 51, 191–201 . 

harniga, J. (2020). Dealerships Boost Efforts to Monitor Online Reviews . 
Automotive News accessed March 26, 2020 https://www.autonews.com/ 
dealers/dealerships- boost- efforts- monitor- online- reviews . 

heng, Y.H. , Yen H.R. , Chuang S.C. and Chang C.J. (2013), “Product Option
Framing Under the Influence of a Promotion Versus Prevention Focus,”
Journal of Economic Psychology , 39, 402–13 . 

olliander, J. , Marder B. , Falkman L.L. , Madestam J. , Modig E. and Sag-
fossen S. (2017), “The Social Media Balancing Act: Testing the Use 
of a Balanced Self-Presentation Strategy for Politicians Using Twitter,”
Computers in Human Behavior , 74, 277–85 . 

allimore, K.S. , Sparks B.A. and Butcher K. (2007), “The Influence of Angry 
Customer Outbursts on Service Providers’ Facial Displays and Affective 
States,” Journal of Service Research , 10 (1), 78–92 . 

elahaij, R. and Van Dam K. (2017), “Coping with Acute Stress in the 
Military: The Influence of Coping Style, Coping Efficacy and Appraisal 
Emotions,” Personality and Individual Differences , 119, 13–18 . 

e Moya, J.F. and Pallud J. (2020), “From Panopticon to Heautopticon: 
A New Form of Surveillance Introduced by Quantified-Self Practices,”
Information Systems Journal , 30 (6), 940–76 . 

loyd, K. , Freling R. , Alhoqail S. , Cho H.Y. and Freling T. (2014), “How
Online Product Reviews Affect Retail Sales: A Meta-Analysis,” Journal 
of Retailing , 90 (2), 217–32 . 

oucault, M (1977). Discipline and Punish: the Birth of the Prison . New 

York: Pantheon Books . 
rijda, N.H. (2009), “Emotion Experience and its Varieties,” Emotion Review , 

1 (3), 264–71 . 
rijda, N.H. , Kuipers P. and Ter Schure E. (1989), “Relations Among Emo- 

tion, Appraisal, and Emotional Action Readiness,” Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology , 57 (2), 212 . 

able, A and Harmon-Jones E. (2008), “Approach-Motivated Positive Affect 
Reduces Breadth of Attention,” Psychological Science , 19 (5), 476–82 . 

ist, Marilyn E. and Mitchell Terence R. (1992), “Self-Efficacy: A Theoret- 
ical Analysis of its Determinants and Malleability,” Academy of Manage- 
ment Review , 17 (2), 183–211 . 

lasø, L. , Vie T.L. , Holmdal G.R. and Einarsen S. (2011), “An Application of
Affective Events Theory to Workplace Bullying: The Role of Emotions, 
Trait Anxiety, and Trait Anger,” European Psychologist , 16 (3), 198 . 

rewal, D. , Roggeveen A.L. and Nordfält J. (2017), “The Future of Retail- 
ing,” Journal of Retailing , 93 (1), 1–6 . 

riner, L.A. and Smith C.A. (2000), “Contributions of Motivational Ori- 
entation to Appraisal and Emotion,” Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin , 26 (6), 727–40 . 

ansen, F. , Smith M. and Hansen R.B. (2002), “Rewards and Recognition in 
Employee Motivation,” Compensation & Benefits Review , 34 (5), 64–72 . 

iggins, E.T. (1998). “Promotion and Prevention: Regulatory Focus as a 
Motivational Principle”. In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology: 
30 (pp. 1–46). Academic Press . 
278 
ollingshead, August B. (2011), “Four Factor Index of Social Status,” in Yale 
Journal of Sociology, Philip Smith, ed. New Haven, CT: Yale University, 
21–52. 

eske, D. and Santuzzi A.M. (2015), “Monitoring What and How: Psycho- 
logical Implications of Electronic Performance Monitoring,” New Tech- 
nology, Work and Employment , 30 (1), 62–78 . 

ones, E.E. and Pittman T.S. (1982), “Toward a General Theory of Strategic 
Self-Presentation,” Psychological Perspectives on the Self , 1 (1), 231–62 . 

ung, J.H. , Brown T.J. and Zablah A.R. (2022), “How Customer Requests 
Influence Frontline Employee Job Outcomes: The Role of Personal Ap- 
praisal Tendencies and Situational Customer Demandingness,” Journal of 
Retailing , 98 (2), 315–34 . 

ipfelsberger, P , Herhausen D and Bruch H. (2016), “How and When Cus- 
tomer Feedback Influences Organizational Health,” Journal of Managerial 
Psychology , 31 (2), 624–40 VolNo . 

irby, L.D. , Morrow J. and Yih J. (2014). “The Challenge of Challenge: 
Pursuing Determination as an Emotion”. In Tugade M.M., Shiota M.N., 
and Kirby L.D. (Eds.), Handbook of Positive Emotions (pp. 378–395). 
The Guilford Press . 

avertu, L. , Marder B. , Erz A. and Angell R. (2020), “The Extended Warm-
ing Effect of Social Media: Examining Whether the Cognition of Online 
Audiences Offline Drives Prosocial Behavior in ‘Real Life,” Computers 
in Human Behavior , 110, 106389 . 

azarus, R.S. and Folkman S. (1984). Stress, Appraisal, and Coping . Springer 
publishing company . 

eary, M.R. (2019). Self-Presentation: Impression Management and interper- 
sonal Behavior . Routledge . 

eary, M.R. and Kowalski R.M. (1997). Social Anxiety . Guilford Press . 
eary, M.R. and Kowalski R.M. (1990), “Impression Management: A Liter- 

ature Review and Two-Component Model,” Psychological Bulletin , 107 
(1), 34 . 

im, E.A.C. , Lee Y.H. and Foo M.D. (2017), “Frontline Employees’ Non- 
verbal Cues in Service Encounters: A Double-Edged Sword,” Journal of 
the Academy of Marketing Science , 45 (5), 657–76 . 

ong, D.M (2017), “A Method to the Martyrdom: Employee Exemplifica- 
tion as an Impression Management Strategy,” Organizational Psychology 
Review , 7 (1), 36–65 . 

a, E. , Qu H. , Wilson M. and Eastman K. (2013), “Modeling OCB for
Hotels: Don’t Forget the Customers,” Cornell Hospitality Quarterly , 54 
(3), 308–17 . 

arder, B , Joinson AN , Shankar A and Houghton D. (2016), “The Extended 
‘Chilling’ Effect of Facebook: The Cold Reality of Ubiquitous Social 
Networking,” Computers in Human Behavior , 60, 582–92 . 

arhamat, B. (2022). Brick and Mortar Shoppers have Spoken Offer Great 
in-Store Experiences or Kiss Customers Goodbye . Forbes.com https: 
// www.forbes.com/ sites/ forbesbusinessdevelopmentcouncil/ 2022/ 05/ 16/ 
brick- and- mortar- shoppers- have- spoken- offer- great- in- store- experiences- 
or- kiss- customers- goodbye/?sh=ade38cf1b702 Sourced 2/1/2023 . 

athwick, C. and Mosteller J. (2017), “Online Reviewer Engagement: A 

Typology Based on Reviewer Motivations,” Journal of Service Research , 
20 (2), 204–18 . 

cClean, E. and Collins C.J. (2011), “High-commitment HR practices, em- 
ployee effort, and firm performance: Investigating the effects of HR prac- 
tices across employee groups within professional services firms,” Human 
Resource Management , 50 (3), 341–63 . 

innema, A. , Bijmolt T.H. , Gensler S. and Wiesel T. (2016), “To Keep or
Not to Keep: Effects of Online Customer Reviews on Product Returns,”
Journal of Retailing , 92 (3), 253–67 . 

ishra, D.P. , Heide J.B. and Cort S.G. (1998), “Information Asymmetry and 
Levels of Agency Relationships,” Journal of Marketing Research , 35 (3), 
277–95 . 

ogilner, C. , Aaker J.L. and Pennington G.L. (2008), “Time will tell: The 
distant appeal of promotion and imminent appeal of prevention,” Journal 
of Consumer Research , 34 (5), 670–81 . 

rlikowski, W.J. and Scott S.V. (2014), “What Happens When Evaluation 
Goes Online? Exploring Apparatuses of Valuation in the Travel Sector,”
Organization Science , 25 (3), 868–91 . 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0014
https://www.autonews.com/dealers/dealerships-boost-efforts-monitor-online-reviews
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0050
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesbusinessdevelopmentcouncil/2022/05/16/brick-and-mortar-shoppers-have-spoken-offer-great-in-store-experiences-or-kiss-customers-goodbye/?sh=ade38cf1b702
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0057


B. Marder, R. Angell and E. Boyd Journal of Retailing 99 (2023) 265–279 

P

P

R  

R

R

R

R

R

K

S

S

S

S

S

T

T

T

V

W

W

W  

W  

Y  

K

osdakoff, P.M. and MacKenzie S.B. (1994), “Organizational Citizenship Be- 
haviors and Sales Unit Effectiveness,” Journal of Marketing Research , 31 
(3), 351–63 . 

ugh, SD. (2001), “Service with a Smile: Affectual Contagion in the Service 
Encounter,” Academy of Management Journal , 44 (5), 1018–27 . 

afaelli, A. , Altman D. , Gremler D.D. , Grewal D. , Iyer B. , Parasuraman A.
and De Ruyter K. (2017), “Invited Commentaries on the Future of Front- 
line Research,” Journal of Service Research , 20 (1), 91–9 . 

app, A. , Baker T.L. , Bachrach D.G. , Ogilvie J. and Beit- 
elspacher L.S. (2015), “Perceived Customer Showrooming Behavior 
and the Effect on Retail Salesperson Self-Efficacy and Performance,”
Journal of Retailing , 91 (2), 358–69 . 

ioux, S.M. and Penner L.A. (2001), “The Causes of Organizational Citizen- 
ship Behavior: A Motivational Analysis,” Journal of applied Psychology , 
86 (6), 1306 . 

odell, J.B. and Judge T.A. (2009), “Can “good” Stressors Spark “Bad”
Behaviors? The Mediating Role of Emotions in Links of Challenge and 
Hindrance Stressors with Citizenship and Counterproductive Behaviors,”
Journal of Applied Psychology , 94 (6), 1438 . 

ose, M. and Blodgett J.G. (2016), “Should Hotels Respond to Negative 
Online Reviews?,” Cornell Hospitality Quarterly , 57 (4), 396–410 . 

ussell, J.A. (1980), “A Circumplex Model of Affect,” Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology , 39 (6), 1161 . 

oukova N.T., Wang R.J.H. and Isaac M.S., If You Loved Our Product”: Do 
Conditional Review Requests Harm Retailer Loyalty?, Journal of Retail- 
ing , 99(1), 2023, 85-101 

elbie, M. (2019) The Twelve Pitfalls of Mystery Shoppers, customer- 
think.com, https:// customerthink.com/ the- twelve- pitfalls- of- mystery- 
shopping/ (Sourced 2/1/2023). 

mith, C.A. and Kirby L.D. (2009), “Relational Antecedents of Appraised 
Problem-Focused Coping Potential and its Associated Emotions,” Cogni- 
tion and Emotion , 23 (3), 481–503 . 

tatista. (2022). Tripadvisor Number of Reviews . Statista.com https://www. 
statista.com/ statistics/ 684862/ tripadvisor-number-of-reviews/. 
279 
teinmetz, J. and Fishbach A. (2022) We Work Harder When We Know Some- 
one’s Watching. Harvard Business Review Accessed: 1st April 2022 . 

weeney, J.C. , Webb D. , Mazzarol T. and Soutar G.N. (2014), “Self-Deter- 
mination Theory and Word of Mouth About Energy-Saving Behaviors: 
An Online Experiment,” Psychology & Marketing , 31 (9), 698–716 . 

hiel, C.E. , Connelly S. and Griffith J.A. (2012), “Leadership and Emotion 
Management for Complex Tasks: Different Emotions, Different Strate- 
gies,” The Leadership Quarterly , 23 (3), 517–33 . 

ripadvisor (2019) Using Names in Review, Tripadvisor forum, 
https:// www.tripadvisor.co.uk/ ShowTopic- g1- i12104- k12291259- Using _ 
names _ in _ reviews-Help _ us _ make _ Tripadvisor _ better.html (Sourced 
2/1/2023). 

roebs, C.C. , Wagner T. and Herzog W. (2021), “Do Customer Discounts Af- 
fect Frontline Employees?,” Journal of Service Research , 24 (3), 390–404 . 

argas, P.T. , Duff B.R. and Faber R.J. (2017), “A Practical Guide to Exper- 
imental Advertising Research,” Journal of Advertising , 46 (1), 101–14 . 

eiss, HM and Cropanzano R. (1996), “Affective Events Theory: A Theoret- 
ical Discussion of the Structure, Causes and Consequences of Affective 
Experiences at Work.”,” Research in Organizational Behavior , 18, 1–74 . 

ells, DL , Moorman RH and Werner JM. (2007), “The Impact of the Per- 
ceived Purpose of Electronic Performance Monitoring on an Array of 
Attitudinal Variables,” Human Resource Development Quarterly , 18 (1), 
121–38 . 

harton, T. , Bonard C. , Dukes D. , Sander D. and Oswald S. (2021), “Rel-
evance and Emotion,” Journal of Pragmatics , 181, 259–69 . 

u, X. , Jin L. and Xu Q. (2021), “Expertise Makes Perfect: How the Vari-
ance of a Reviewer’s Historical Ratings Influences the Persuasiveness of 
Online Reviews,” Journal of Retailing , 97 (2), 238–50 . 

ih, J. , Kirby L.D. , Spitzer E.G. and Smith C.A. (2020), “Emotion as a Pro-
cess: Appraisal, Emotion, and Coping Patterns Across Time,” Motivation 
Science , 6 (3), 221 . 

irkup M. and Carrigan M., Video Surveillance Research in Retailing: Eth- 
ical Issues, International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management , 
28(11) 2000, 470-480. 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0058
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0061
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0065
https://customerthink.com/the-twelve-pitfalls-of-mystery-shopping/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0067
https://www.statista.com/statistics/684862/tripadvisor-number-of-reviews/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0071
https://www.tripadvisor.co.uk/ShowTopic-g1-i12104-k12291259-Using_names_in_reviews-Help_us_make_Tripadvisor_better.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-4359(23)00016-7/sbref0079

	How and why (imagined) online reviews impact frontline retail encounters
	Introduction
	Affective events theory (AET)
	Imagined review monitoring

	Hypotheses development
	Boundary conditions

	Summary and experimental overview
	Study 1: field test of an imagined review monitoring event on service exemplification
	Sampling, participants, and procedure
	Results and discussion

	Study 2A: establishing the baseline model
	Stimuli and sample
	Results and discussion

	Study 2b: model generalization
	Stimuli, participants, and procedure
	Results and discussion

	Study 3: self-efficacy as a review monitoring boundary condition
	Stimuli, participants, and procedure
	Results and discussion

	Study 4: relevance as a review monitoring boundary condition
	Stimuli, participants, and procedure
	Results and discussion

	Study 5: achieving service exemplification through a management-led review orientation
	Stimuli, participant, and procedure
	Results and discussion

	General discussion
	Theoretical discussion and further research
	Managerial implications
	Limitations

	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Supplementary materials
	References


